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 The People of the State of Illinois, by LISA MADIGAN, Attorney General of the State of 

Illinois (the “People,” or “AG”), pursuant to the request of the Adminstrative Law Judge, submit 

this Partial Draft Proposed Order in connection with the request of Charmer Water Company, 

Cherry Hill Water Company, Clarendon Water Company, Killarney Water Company for a 

substantial increase in revenues for water service, and of Ferson Creek Utilities Company and 

Harbor Ridge Utilities, Inc. for substantial increases in revenues for water and sewer customers 

in Illinois. 

I. NATURE OF UTILITY OPERATIONS AND RATE INCREASE REQUEST 

This consolidated docket involves the request of six utilities, all of which are wholly 

owned by Utilities, Inc. (“U” or “the Company”), to increase the rates for water and/or sewer 

services provided to Illinois residents.  The utilities whose rates are at issue are: (1) Charmer 

Water Company (“Charmer”); (2) Cherry Hill Water Company (“Cherry Hill”); (3) Clarendon 

Water Company (“Clarendon”); (4) Killarney Water Company (“Killarney”); (5) Ferson Creek 

Utilities Company (water and sewer service) (“Ferson Creek”);  and (6) Harbor Ridge Utilities, 

Inc., water and sewer service (“Harbor Ridge Water”) (collectively referred to as the “Utilities).   

 The Utilities serve a small number of customers and are scattered across several Illinois 

counties.  Their last rate orders range from 1985 to 2004 as shown below:  

Table 1.  Number of Customers and Locations of Utilities. 

Utility Name No. of Customers County Last Rate Order 

Charmar 53 Lake April 7, 2004 

Cherry Hill 259 Will April 7, 2004 

Clarendon 363 DuPage August 26, 1998 

Killarney 346 McHenry May 24, 1995 

Ferson Creek 378 (water) / 370 

(sewer) 
Kane June 21, 1984 

Harbor Ridge 319 (water) / 316 

(sewer) 
Lake October 23, 1995 
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Source:  :  Charmar Ex. 1.0 at 3; Cherry Hill Ex. Ex. 1.0 at 3; Clarendon Ex. Ex. 1.0 at 3;  Killarney Ex. 

Ex. 1.0 at 3; Ferson Creek Ex. Ex. 1.0 at 3; Harbor Ridge Ex. Ex. 1.0 at 3. 

 

The increases requested in the Utilities’ surrebuttal testimony are extraordinarily large 

ranging from a low of 77% to a high of 284%, as shown by the following table, taken from AG 

Exhibit 2.0.  The current rate levels of the various utilities are disparate, and the changes 

requested will not result in more similar rates as shown in table 3.   

Table 2:  Proposed Revenue Increases -- Rebuttal 

    

Operating Company 
Present 
Revenue 

Rebuttal 
Proposed 
Revenue 

Rebuttal 
Revenue 
Increase 

Percent 
Increase 

Charmar Water  $       25,058   $          96,199   $          71,141  284% 
Cherry Hill Water  $       85,528   $        169,813   $          84,285  99% 
Clarendon Water  $       94,516   $        226,459   $        131,943  140% 
Killarney Water  $       66,901   $        206,276   $        139,375  208% 
Ferson Creek Water  $       98,715   $        180,665   $          81,950  83% 
Ferson Creek Sewer  $     132,779   $        234,582   $        101,803  77% 
Harbor Ridge Water  $       77,704   $        141,594   $          63,890  82% 

Harbor Ridge Sewer  $       31,789   $          64,684   $          32,895  103% 

Total Amounts  $     612,990  $    1,320,272  $        707,282  
  

Table 3 

    Utilities, Inc. Typical Residential Bill Increases 

Operating Company 
Present Avg. 

Res. Bill 
Proposed Avg. 

Res. Bill Bill Increase 
Percent 
Increase 

Charmar Water  $          61.95   $          142.78  $    80.83  130% 

Cherry Hill Water  $          26.42   $            52.23   $    25.81  98% 

Clarendon Water  $          24.98   $            55.77   $    30.79  123% 

Killarney Water  $          15.48   $            47.66   $    32.18  208% 

Ferson Creek Water  $          21.44   $            38.06   $    16.62  78% 

Ferson Creek Sewer  $          29.50   $            52.27  $     22.77  77% 

Harbor Ridge Water  $          19.06   $            34.99   $    15.93  84% 

Harbor Ridge Sewer  $          19.62   $            16.69   $     8.87  113% 

   Source:  Utilities Ex. 1.0 at 9-10 for volumes; Utilities Ex. 5.1, page 2 for rates. 
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 The large changes in rates requested for these systems require the Commission to 

carefully consider the bases for the utilities’ requests, and allow a phase-in of large increases so 

that consumers can accommodate the increases into their budgets going forward. 

Witnesses 

The People of the State of Illinois presented the testimony of Michael L. Brosch, a 

regulatory accountant who has testified before this Commission and other state Commissions. He 

addressed the utilities’ requests for substantial cash working capital allowances and rate case 

labor expense and offered an approach to the large rate increases requested in this dockets to 

phase-in the allowed increases to avoid rate shock.   

II. RATE BASE 

A. Cash Working Capital 

 In response to the Utilities request to increase their rate bases to include capital costs 

purportedly needed to fund ordinary operations, Mr. Brosch examined the bases for their “cash 

working capital” analysis, upon which their rate base adjustment is based.  The following 

amounts were identified by Mr. Brosch as being included by the Company for cash working 

capital (CWC), as shown in the People’s Initial Brief in Table 5:   

Table 5:  Cash Working Capital 

 

Utility 

(a) 

Utility’s Cash 

Working Capital 

Rate Base 

Allowance 

(b) 

AG Cash Working 

Capital Adjustment 

to Rate Base 

(c) 

Charmar $8,196 $(8,196) 

Cherry Hill $12,389 $(12,389) 

Clarendon $18,173 $(18,173) 
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Killarney $14,008 $(14,008) 

Ferson Creek  -W 
Ferson Creek - S 

$11,628 

$17,789 

$(11,628) 

$(17,789) 
Harbor Ridge – W 
Harbor Ridge - S 

$8,973 

$7,236 

$(8,973) 

$(7,236) 
 

Sources:  Charmar Ex. 1.1, Sch. C, page 1, Line 6, Col. D; Cherry Hill Ex. 1.1, Sch. C, page 1, Line 6, 

Col. D, Clarendon Ex. 1.1, Sch. C, page 1, Line 6, Col. D, Killarney Ex. 1.1, Sch. C, page 1, Line 6, Col. 

D, Ferson Creek Ex. 1.1, Sch. C, page 2-3, Line 6, Col. D, Harbor Ridge Ex. 1.1, Sch. C, page 2-3, Line 

6, Col. D; AG Ex. 1.3, Col. (c), Adjustment 2 Rate Base. 

 

Mr. Brosch pointed out that cash working capital (“CWC”) represents the funds required to 

finance the day-to-day operations of the utility business and can increase or decrease rate base 

depending on whether it is “positive” or “negative”.  See, e.g., ICC Docket 10-0467 Final Order 

at 42.  The utilities claim CWC based on a 45-day formula approach that Mr. Brosch testified  is 

both obsolete and contradicted by the evidence directly applicable to the utilities. 

 AG witness Mr. Brosch described the 45-day CWC formula as: 

 

“based upon an incorrect general assumption that it takes the utility 45 days longer to 

collect its revenues than it can effectively delay paying its expenses. This so-called 1/8th 

of expenses or 45-day formula is believed to have been first applied in a 1929 Interstate 

Power rate case before the Federal Power Commission based upon that utility’s 

circumstances at that time, and has continued to be used and abused in the regulation of 

mostly small utilities … 

 

Mr. Brosch pointed out that the assumptions underlying the 45 day formula approach are not 

reasonable and do not comport with the actual cash flow of utilities today.  As Mr. Brosch 

pointed out: 

“For example, with monthly billing and average customer remittances 

within 30 days of billing month-end, the overall cash revenue lag might be 

approximately 45 days; including one-half of the billing month which is about 15 

days, plus another 30 days waiting for customer remittances. In this example, the 

cash working capital based on 45 days could theoretically apply, but only if the 

utility paid its employees and vendors instantly on every day they provide labor, 

services and materials to the utility, causing there to be no delay in the outflow of 

cash to fund operating expenses. We know, however, that vendors and employees 
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are not paid immediately at the end of each day. We also know that payroll taxes 

and income taxes are payable only after the pay periods and subject to statutory 

dates that yield considerable cash flow retention by the utility. 

AG Ex. 1.0 at 19 (emphasis added).  Mr. Brosch pointed out that the utilities do not pay their 

employees and vendors instantaneously, and there is no evidence showing that there is an actual 

lag in receipt of revenues from consumers that exceeds the lag in time the utilities take to pay 

their employees, vendors, and other expenses.  

 In his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Brosch presented a “balance sheet” CWC analysis that he 

testified was based on the utilities records, which is a less costly analysis than the lead-lag study 

that is used by the larger utilities.  In response, the Utilities argued that they could not present a 

balance sheet analysis because their costs are consolidated on a company-wide basis.   

1.  Commission Conclusion 

The utilities did not address results of the Balance Sheet approach Mr. Brosch produced 

or the other factors he identified as showing that the cash flow of the utilities should not result in 

an increase to rate base for a CWC allowance.   The Commission notes that the utilities bear the 

burden of proof when asking for a rate increase, and the Commission should not assume CWC or 

other costs that increase charges to consumers in the absence of specific and reliable evidence 

supporting such costs.  The Commission will not include a CWC allowance in the utilities’ rate 

base. 

III. OPERATING EXPENSES 

B. Internal Labor 

ThePeoplepointed out that ordinarily, a utility will have an expense for employees or a 

“labor” expense to cover the cost of employees who provide operational, financial, regulatory or 

other services for the utility.  None of the utilities in these dockets has any direct employees, 
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however. Tr. at 48.  Instead, each utility includes an allocated labor expense from the Water 

Services Corporation (WSC), which is also a wholly owned subsidiary of the utilities’ parent, 

Utilities, Inc.  The allocation is based on the number of customers for each system, or 

“equivalent residential connection,” compared to the number of customers in all of the UI 

regulated utilities.  Tr. at 74. 

 According to the AG, the labor cost allocated to each utility is relatively small.  However, 

each utility has also included an allegedly “direct allocation” for rate case services provided by 

WSC employees.  As shown by the following table, the People showed that this “direct” 

allocation of WSC employee costs dwarfs the direct allocation, and produces a labor cost that is 

grossly out of proportion to the size of the utility that is expected to cover the labor cost.   

Table 4:  Internal WSC Labor Cost to Rate Case Internal Labor  

 

Utility 

(a) 

Number of 

Employees 

(b) 

Internal 

Labor Cost 

Allocation 

(c) 

WSC Rate 

Case 

Captime 

Deduction 

(d) 

Rate Case 

Internal 

(WSC) 

Labor Cost 

(e) 
Charmar 53 $4,033 $283 $79,339 

Cherry Hill 259 $23,944 $1,409 $76,339 

Clarendon 363 $35,108 $1,939 $77,109 

Killarney 346 $31,169 $2,405 $76,823 

Ferson 

Creek 
378 (water)  

370 (sewer) 
$35,591W 

$35,852 S 

$1,988 

$1,988 

$38,682 

$38,682 
Harbor 

Ridge 
319 (water)  

316 (sewer) 
$22,114 W 

$25,722 S 

$1,977 

$1,958 

$40,195 

$40,195 
TOTAL  $213,533 $13,947 $537,826 

 

Sources:  Co. Ex. 3.1, page 8; Ex. 2.4 (w/p[b-2]); Cross Ex. 2. 
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The People ask the Commission to reject this allocation of internal labor for rate case expense 

shown in column (e) to these small utility systems, and find that it is unreasonable and 

inconsistent with the treatment of this expense by other Illinois utilities.   

 AG witness Mr. Brosch testified that the “inclusion of labor costs for Company 

employees is unusual and creates a problem of over-recovery of labor costs if approved by the 

Commission. The typical recovery of rate case expenses is limited to non-labor costs because of 

these problems.”  AG Ex. 1.0 at 23.  In response to an AG data request, the Company admitted 

that it allocates all of the WSC labor cost to the operating utilities, and that no additional 

employees are hired to handle rate cases.  AG Ex. 1.0 at 23.  In light of the fact that no additional 

employees are hired to handle rate cases, the People assert that it is inconceivable and 

unreasonable to charge ratepayers more than twice as much for internal, WSC labor for rate case 

expense than these systems pay for all other WSC personnel costs (compare $213,533 to 

$537,826).   A more appropriate treatment of internal rate case labor would be to allow one 

allocation of rate case expense that is representative across the system, which the company has 

identified in workpapers as $13,947.  This “adds back”  the “cap time” rate case deduction the 

utilities proposed to cover rate case expenses elsewhere in their system.  AG Exhibit 2.4 shows 

the adjustments to test year expenses after the rate case “cap time” is included in the test year.  

This is responsive to utility witness Georgiev’s concern that it is inequitable to remove ALL rate 

case expense.  AG Ex. 2.0 at 24 (lines 464-477). 

 The People further pointed out that combining outside counsel and expert charge with the 

$537,826 inside or “internal” rate case expense results in asking 1,718 customers to pay 

$1,235,763 for rate case expense. This is an excessive amount for such a small number of 

customers, and is not justified in the record.  The outside counsel and expert fees are identified 
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by invoices, but the internal labor costs are unreasonably high for the nature of the case, 

including the consolidation of six systems, the use of only two witnesses (Ms. Georgiev adopted 

Mr. Neyzelman’s testimony and Mr. Haas filed  one piece of testimony for each system), and 

essentially form direct testimony for each system.  As Mr. Brosch explained and as demonstrated 

in Table 4, above, each utility reduced the test year labor cost by a much smaller amount of 

directly allocated (or capitalized) rate case cost than is included within the Companies’ asserted 

rate case expense.  As a result, consumers will pay the same salaries twice: once through 

operating expenses and again through rate case expense recoveries.  See AG Ex. 1.0 at 23.  This 

is unfairly burdens small systems with rate case costs that dwarf their ordinary operating 

expenses. 

 The People requested that the Commission remove $537, 826 in total from operating 

expenses shown on Co. Exhibit 3.1, page 8, and add in $13,947 as shown in the table above to 

fairly and accurately  

2.  Commission Conclusion 

 The Commission is concerned about the large internal rate case expense in this docket.  

The record demonstrates that UI uses the same employees to operate a utility and to perform 

internal rate case work.  It is not reasonable to expect that these employees impose such high 

costs on these tiny systems.  We are also concerned about the number of rate cases UI has 

recently filed, and that the allocation of internal rate case expense implies an extremely large 

revenue stream that does not comport with the number of witnesses involved in these cases.  

Accordingly, we adopt Mr. Brosch’s adjustment and remove the internal rate case expense, but 

include all of the allocated employee expense, including the portion the utilities removed for 

direct allocation for the 2009 test year. 
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IV. COST OF CAPITAL 

C. Return on Equity 

 The People point out that the Staff witness who testified on cost of capital used both water 

and non-water utility samples in reaching her proposed return on equity (“ROE”).  The People 

maintain that her equal weighting of non-water utility samples skewed her results upward, causing 

consumers to pay shareholders a higher profit than is appropriate for the water and sewer services at 

issue in this case.  The People cite the landmark case of Bluefield Waterworks Improvement Co. v. 

Public Service Comm’n of West Virginia, 262 U.S. 679 (1923), where the United States Supreme 

Court established that a utility’s profit, or return on equity, should be equal to that generally 

made by other firms at the time, in the same general area, and on investments presenting 

corresponding risks and uncertainties.  Id. at 692-693.  Utilities that provide an essential public 

service, such as water and sewer services, are not entitled to profits commensurate with those 

realized on speculative ventures or ventures involving other types of services or products.  Id.   

 The People note that water and wastewater service are not equivalent to energy services, 

such as those included in the Staff utility sample, where alternative fuels are available, where 

competition for commodities is developing, where the parent companies are diversified into both 

regulated and non-regulated operations, where infrastructure projects and demands are unique to 

energy, and where carbon and other pollution concerns are driving efficiency and other industry 

efforts.  The People then assert that it is not reasonable to increase the profit level of tiny water 

companies like those at issue by treating major energy utilities (e.g. Ameren) as comparable.

 The People argued that the Commission should not include the non-water utility samples 

in its conclusions.  Removing the effect of the non-water utilities from the Staff 

recommendation, and simply averaging her water utility sample DCF and CAPM results 

produces an ROE of 9.035%  (DCF result of 8.84% plus CAPM result of 9.23% divided by two).   
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This reduction to the Staff recommendation results in an ROE of 9.035% results in a weighted 

cost of capital of 7.79%.
1
 However, the People continue that this ROE should be further adjusted 

to reduce the profit level in rates to reflect and mitigate the unreasonable rate shock that will 

result from a rate order in this docket. 

 In ordinary competitive markets, the People assert, companies that mismanage their 

operations or over-price their products are expected to suffer lower profits.  The People ask the 

Commission to impose the same discipline on the UI companies in this case, and reduce the 

authorized ROE by 100 basis points.  They point out that the Staff witness did not consider 

specific operating or management characteristics of the utilities under review such as  the length 

of time between rate cases, the size of the requested revenue increase, customer impact, water 

quality or any other management issue in conducting her analysis or proposing an ROE. Tr. 284-

288.   Citing  Camelot Utilities v. Illinois Commerce Commission, 51 Ill.App.3d 5, 9, 365 

N.E.2D 312, 315 (1977), the People quoted the Court as holding that:  “While the rates allowed 

can never be so low as to be confiscatory, within this outer boundary, if the rightful expectations 

of the investor are not compatible with those of the consuming public, it is the latter which must 

prevail.”  51 Ill.App.3d at 10, 365 N.E.2d at 315.   

As a result of the failure of UI and these individual utilities to fairly and reasonably 

manage their operations to avoid rate shock and to properly tailor their expenses so that increases 

are gradually timed to accommodate the burden that increases place on the public for essential 

water service, the People maintain that the Commission should adjust the ROE based on the 

Staff’s water sample downward.  As Staff witness Freetly testified, it is the Commission’s 

responsibility and discretion to impose a downward adjustment on the ROE based on factors 

                                                 
1
  As shown in Staff Ex. 3.0, Sch. 3.1, the weighted cost of equity at 9.035% is calculated as (49.27 * .09035 = 

4.45%) + 3.30 (long term debt) + 0.04 (short term debt) = 7.79%. 
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other than the basic DCF or CAPM analyses.  Tr. at 287-288.
2
  The People recommend a 

reduction of 100 basis points, resulting in an ROE of 8.035% and a weighted cost of capital of 

7.30%.  The People note that this ROE is higher than the ROE of one of the utilities in Ms. 

Freetly’s sample (Middlesex Water, 7.47%) and still preserves the same short and long-term debt 

costs in the capital structure.  As the Court held in Camelot, supra, so long as the Commission 

specifies the basis for allowed revenues, the Court will defer to a downward adjustment to 

revenues necessary to properly balance shareholder and ratepayer interests. 

3. Commission Conclusion 

While the Staff witness performed the DCF and CAPM analyses that we ordinarily use to 

determine cost of equity, we are concerned that the Staff sample equally weights utility 

companies that do not provide water and/or sewer services.  Being familiar with energy as well 

as water utilities, we are not convinced that it is appropriate to expect equivalent returns for 

investments in these two sectors.  We agree that only the water sample should be used to 

determine the utilities ROE. 

We are also concerned about the size of the increases requested in this docket, the rate 

shock consumers will experience, and the lack of foresight shown by the utilities both in waiting 

so long to ask for a rate adjustment and for spending so much money on these small systems 

without apparent regard to the rate impact it would have on consumers.  We believe that a 100 

basis point reduction in the ROE otherwise applicable to properly managed water systems is 

appropriate to mitigate rate shock, while still providing a reasonable cost of equity for these 

systems. 

                                                 
2
 Ms. Freetly testified as follows: Q: And then it would be up to the Commission to determine whether that should 

be modified to reflect other factors that might affect consumers or the company? 

A. That would be at the Commission's discretion, yes. 
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The Commission authorizes a weighted cost of capital to be applied to rate base of no 

more than 7.30% which includes a return on equity of 8.035% as described above. 

V. RATE PHASE-IN PLAN 

The increases requested by the utilities range from 77% to 208%.  Although not 

addressed directly by the utilities, other than to point out that they have not requested rate 

increases for some years, the Staff witness testified that consumers “may experience rate shock” 

given the large increases requested.   However, the Staff did not offer any methods to alleviate 

rate shock or make the increases more gradual.  Only People’s witness Brosch offered a rate 

phase-in plan to “make the transition to higher rates less drastic and sudden.”  AG Ex. 1.0 at 11.  

Mr. Brosch’s proposal “would allow the Company to recover the portion of its ultimately 

authorized revenue requirements, the deferred expense amounts, through gradually increased 

rates.”  AG Ex. 2.0 at 13. 

 The People supported a phase-in plan that would increase rates the larger of $10 per 

month per year (equaling $120 per year) or 20% of an average bill per year.  Mr. Brosch testified 

that this approach is similar to the approach approved by the Commission for Commonwealth 

Edison costs that increased by a much smaller amount, where the Commission limited the 

increase due to energy charges to 10% per year for three years.  Order at 2, ICC Docket 06-0411 

(Dec. 20, 2006).   In Mr. Brosch’s plan, each year the utility would defer for future recovery the 

amount of revenue that exceeds these guidelines.  AG Ex. 2.1 shows the application of the phase-

in plan to each utility’s requested (rebuttal) revenue requirement.  In summary, the phase-in 

would take between 0 and 9 years, as shown below: 
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Table 7:  Phase-in Schedule 

Utility Name Percentage Increase  Number of Years for 

Phase-In 
Charmar 284% 9 years 

Cherry Hill 99% 5 years 

Clarendon 140% 7 years 

Killarney 208% 7 years 

Ferson Creek W - 83% 
S- 77% 

W- 5 years 
S- 5 years 

Harbor Ridge W-82% 
S-103% 

W- 4 years 
S – 0 years 

Source:  AG Ex. 2.0 at 6 & AG Ex. 2.1 

The People point out that the Commission and the utility have tools available to them to 

alleviate rate shock when a utility seeks such large increases as in this case, and that 

implementing a rate phase-in plan to spread rate increases over time is one effective tool to 

mitigate the effects of rate shock on consumers.  As recently as December 21, 2011, the 

Commission ordered rehearing and directed UI and the parties in Docket 11-0059 consolidated, 

to address ways to alleviate the rate shock stemming from increases of 48% to 250%.  Order on 

Rehearing (Dec. 21, 2011), ICC Docket 11-0059.  Similarly, UI has been subject to phase-in 

plans in other states.  As the People’s witness Brosch noted in his Rebuttal testimony, UI has 

been ordered to implement rate phase-in plans in both Tennessee and Maryland to address rate 

increases that were substantially smaller than the ones the utilities request in this docket. In 

Tennessee, the utilities requested an increase of 70%. AG Ex. 2.3 at 8. In Maryland, the utilities 

requested increases ranging from 38-47% for water services and 70% for sewer services. AG Ex. 

2.2 at 2.  The People argue that the Commission should adopt Mr. Brosch’s phase-in plan so that 

consumers can adjust to the higher rates gradually and without excessive financial disruption. 
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4. Commission Conclusion  

The avoidance of rate shock is a well-established regulatory principle that has guided this 

Commission in determining appropriate utility rates.  See, e.g., Citizens Utils. Bd. v. Ill. 

Commerce Comm’n, 276 Ill. App. 3d 730, 738, 658 N.E.2d 1194, 1201 (1st Dist. 1995); Camelot 

Utils., Inc. v. Ill. Commerce Comm’n, 51 Ill. App. 3d 5, 10, 365 N.E.2d 312, 315 (3d Dist. 1988).  

Illinois law requires regulated utilities to offer rates that are “just and reasonable,” 220 ILCS 5/9-

101 (2011), and the Illinois Supreme Court has held that “the fixing of ‘just and reasonable’ 

rates[] involves a balancing of the investor and the consumer interests.”  Ill. Bell Telephone Co. 

v. Ill. Commerce Comm’n, 414 Ill. 275, 287 (1953).  As a result, consumers are entitled to rely 

on the regulatory compact, and may reasonably expect both that rates will change gradually over 

time, and that the utility company will fulfill its obligation to assure that the gap between rates 

and costs does not become too excessive.  

Although all the parties essentially admit that the large requested rate increases will cause 

consumers to experience rate shock, Mr. Brosch’s rate phase-in plan provides the Commission 

with its only option to mitigate that rate shock.  Although the Staff has suggested that any such 

plan be offered on a voluntary opt-in basis, Staff did not consider the cost of administrating a 

voluntary scheme compared to the cost of charging all customers the same rate, which is 

customarily how rates are set.   

As in Docket 11-0059 consolidated, the Commission is concerned about both the size of 

the rate increases resulting from this order and the utilities’ failure to manage its operations so 

that consumers are not faced with increases that double and triple their monthly bills.  We note 

that water and sewer service is essential to public health and that a home is uninhabitable without 

water and sewer service in areas where wells and septic systems are not allowed.  In light of the 
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extraordinarily large increases in these dockets, and the fact that Mr. Brosch’s plan would allow 

for ultimate recovery of the revenue requirement allowed, with interest, we direct the utilities to 

phase-in rates in accordance with the terms of Mr. Brosch’s proposal.   

   

VI. CONCLUSION 

 The People respectfully request that the Commission adopt the foregoing language in its 

Order in these consolidated dockets.      

       Respectfully Submitted, 

       People of the State of Illinois 

       Lisa Madigan, Attorney General 

       By:_______________________ 

       Janice A. Dale 

       Chief, Public Utilities Bureau 

       Susan L. Satter 

       Senior Assistant Attorney General 

       Office of the Illinois Attorney General 

       100 West Randolph Street, 11th Floor 

       Chicago, Illinois 60601 

       Telephone: (312) 814-1104 

       Facsimilie: (312) 812-3212 

       E-mail: ssatter@atg.state.il.us 
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